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The Challenge – Global Fish Stocks
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Major Fishing Powers

Total Production in 2007
90 million tonnes

Top 10 Major Fishing Nations in 2007 (by catch volu me)
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Breakdown of Subsidies

Total subsidies in 2003 
US $27 billion (est.)  

Major Subsiding Nations

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

5,000

US$ m Ugly Bad Good 

US$ 4.6b

US$ 4.1b

US$ 2.7b

Note1: New Zealand provides no “bad” or “ugly” subsidies.
Note2: Most of the major fishing nations are also major subsidisers
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Data: A Bottom-up Re-estimation of global fisheries  subsidies (2009), Fisheries centre, The University  for British Columbia 
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Main subsidy types

“Financial transfers, direct or indirect, from publi c entities to the 
fishing sector, which help make the sector more pro fitable than it 

would otherwise.”

• “Beneficial” subsidies: R&D programmes, fisheries 
management programmes/services.management programmes/services.

• “Ugly” subsidies: income support, vessel decommissioning.
• “Bad” subsidies: Fuel (incl. tax rebates), boat building, access 

agreements, processing, price support.

The biggest single category of subsidy is fuel ($6.3 billion in 2003)
WTO negotiations focus on “bad” and “ugly” subsidies.



WTO Negotiations – a potted history

• Part of Doha mandate (2001)
• Updated at Hong Kong Ministerial (2005)
“…strengthen disciplines on subsidies in the fisheries sector, 

including through the prohibition of certain forms of fisheries 
subsidies that contribute to overfishing and overcapacity.”subsidies that contribute to overfishing and overcapacity.”

• With appropriate “special and differential treatment” for 
developing countries.

• NB:  builds on existing WTO Subsidies Agreement.



New Zealand’s Role
•Very active in negotiations - pressing for ambitious outcome
•Leads “Friends of Fish” coalition (incl. other ambitious members such as US, 
Chile, Argentina, Australia)

Why are we so active?

•Trade: Remove distortions to competition for NZ industry (eg increased fish 
prices, market access)
•Environment: Improve global management of resource
•Economic: Reduce losses from underperforming asset
•Systemic:  Demonstrate that trade can support the 

environment.



WTO negotiations: progress?

Chair’s text (November 2007) – key elements :

• Prohibition on wide range of subsidies, including boat building, 
operating costs, processing, income, price support.

• Prohibition on subsidies for activities affecting “overfished stocks”.
• Access agreements permitted subject to management and • Access agreements permitted subject to management and 

transparency.
• “Special and Differential” provisions for developing countries.
• Fisheries management as a precondition for granting of other 

types of subsidies.
• Transparency provisions.
• Marine capture fisheries only – not aquaculture or inland.



Access agreements…



Reactions to the Chair’s text 

• Defensive countries 
(Japan, Korea, EU) 
unhappy at level of 
ambition.

• Developing countries 
unhappy at level of unhappy at level of 
“special and differential 
treatment”.

• But almost universal 
acceptance among 153 
WTO members of text as 
“basis for negotiations”.



Prospects for the negotiations

• Locked up in broader Doha malaise (part of 
broader package).

• No appetite for concessions at present.
• Defensive countries (EU, Japan, Korea, China, 

India etc) supporting a lower ambition outcome.India etc) supporting a lower ambition outcome.
• EU, Japan argue with fisheries management 

subsidies don’t contribute to overfishing & 
overcapacity.

• Outcome very unlikely in 2010.



Prospects Part II

Longer term, an outcome which:
• Prohibits some types of subsidies and restricts 

use of others.
• Requires fisheries management as a condition 

for granting subsidies.for granting subsidies.
• Provides a legal mechanism for countries to 

challenge other countries’ subsidy programmes 
(where ‘harm’ is caused).

• Improves transparency.
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